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Comment No. 01           Issue Code: 10
See the amended air quality analysis in the Section 4.2 in the FEIS.
Before the addition of the Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) air
quality control technology, the average annual maximum NOx
concentration was 4.39 �g/m3 with a predicted maximum of 5.08
�g/m3.   The average 24-hour maximum PM10 concentration was 2.37
�g/m3 with a predicted maximum of 2.67 �g/m3.  With the SCR, the
average annual maximum NOx concentration was reduced to 1.11
�g/m3 with a predicted maximum of 1.40 �g/m3.  However, the
average maximum 24-hour PM10 concentration was increased to 3.76
�g/m3 with a predicted maximum of 4.74 �g/m3.

Comment No. 02           Issue Code: 03
The FEIS includes a new air quality analysis that takes into account
the installation of SRC air pollution control technology to reduce NOx
emissions over those discussed in the DEIS.  See the amended air
quality analysis in Section 4.2 in the FEIS. The results of the analysis
indicate that the maximum impact from all sources is predicted to
increase to 1.47 µg/m3 or 0.07 µg/m3 higher than the 1.40 µg/m3

modeled for the proposed Facility only.  Therefore, the PSD Class II
increment consumption would be 1.47 µg/m3 or 5.9 percent of the
available increment of 25 µg/m3.

Comment No. 03           Issue Code: 03
Installation of the SRC air pollution control technology would result in
an 80% reduction of NOx emissions over those discussed in the DEIS.
See the amended air quality analysis in Section 4.2 in the FEIS.  The
revised ambient air quality analysis indicates a maximum annual NOx

ambient air concentration of 1.40 µg/m3 from the proposed Project
which is 1.4% of the NOx standard. This maximum concentration
would occur in the Sacatan Mountains.  When all NOx sources
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Comment No. 03 (cont.)           Issue Code: 03
were modeled with the proposed Facility, the maximum ambient NOx

concentration was 1.47 µg/m3 or 1.47%  of the standard (see
discussion of PDS Analysis in amended Section 4.2 of the FEIS).

NOx is not directly measured in Pinal County or the Sacatan
Mountains.  Therefore, there is no measurement of the background
concentration of NOx near the proposed Facility or near where the
maximum annual NOx concentration is expected to occur.  The closest
NOx measurement was the maximum ambient air concentration of
58.5 µg/m3 in Scottsdale which was used as an ultra-conservative
estimate of the existing background ambient NOx level for these two
locations.  When the maximum impacts from all sources were added to
the assumed conservative background concentration, the resultant NOx

maximum concentration was 59.97 µg/m3 or about 60% of the
maximum allowable National Ambient Air Quality Standard
(NAAQS).  The maximum annual NOx concentration due to the
proposed Facility would be a 2.5% increase above the background
concentration.

The revised ambient air quality analysis indicates a maximum annual
PM10 ambient air concentration of 0.93 µg/m3 from the proposed
Project or 1.86% of the standard. This maximum would occur in the
Sacatan Mountains.  The annual background concentration of PM10 in
the Coolidge area is 39.6 µg/m3 or 79.2% of the standard.  Together,
the maximum annual PM10 concentration would be 40.53 µg/m3 or
81% of the standard.  The maximum annual PM10 concentration due to
the proposed Facility would be a 2.3% increase over the background
concentration.

The NAAQS for NOx was established by the U.S. Congress as a level
that would protect the public health and welfare with an adequate
margin of safety.  Sixty percent of this NAAQS still affords more than
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Comment No. 03 (cont.)           Issue Code: 03
adequate protection to public health and welfare.  Likewise, the
modeled annual PM10 ambient levels, at approximately 80% of the
NAAQS, afford adequate protection for the public.

Comment No. 04           Issue Code: 11
See the air amended quality analysis in Section 4.2 in the FEIS.  Based
on the updated emissions with the use of SCR, the proposed Facility
would not have any adverse effect on Class I airsheds.
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Comment No. 1           Issue Code: 22
Comment noted.

Comment No. 2           Issue Code: 17
The commentor’s preference has been noted.
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Comment No. 01           Issue Code: 04
The expected noise level at the nearest residences from the proposed
Facility is 55 dBA, which is an increase of 10 dBA from the average
noise level of 45.2 measured in mid-December for this specific rural
area. There would be an increase of 14 dBA above the nightime
average of 41.3 dBA.  Also see response to Public Hearing Comment
No. 31.

Comment No. 02           Issue Code: 04
See response to Comment No. 01 above.

Comment No. 03           Issue Code: 04
The DEIS considered the manufacturer’s estimated noise effects (63
dBA at 400 feet) for each of the 12 LM6000 turbines.  Noise
propagation equations were used to predict the noise from each turbine
at locations at the proposed Property boundary and beyond.  The
contribution from each turbine was then logarithmically added to
calculate the total noise at each location at the proposed Property
boundary and beyond.  Noise during a startup sequence would actually
be less than during normal operations.  This is because the generators
are not yet operating during the startup sequence. In addition, a turbine
starts slowly at low revolutions, slowly accelerating up to speed.

Comment No. 04           Issue Code: 04
The manufacturer’s estimated noise effects for each of the 12 LM6000
turbines was used to calculate the total noise as indicated in response
to Comment No. 03 above. A plot of the noise levels was provided in
Section 4.3 of the DEIS.
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Comment No. 05           Issue Code: 04
The DEIS report states on page 3-9, paragraph one, that the prevailing
ambience in the vicinity of the proposed facility is not 30-35 dBA.
The results of a 24-hour noise survey conducted three-fourth mile
from the proposed Facility is presented.  The study, which was
conducted in mid-December, indicated an average noise level of 45.2
dBA for this specific rural area, not the 30dBA for a typical rural area.

Development of some of the nearby parcels of agricultural land into
housing subdivisions would have several cumulative effects on noise.
There would be more people nearby to experience noise from the
proposed Facility.  Development would likely increase both daytime
and nighttime background noise levels whether or not the proposed
Project is built.  The increase in background noise would make the
noise from the proposed Facility relatively less noticeable. Also see
response to Public Hearing Comment No. 20.

Discussion of legal issues and compensation of affected residents are
beyond the scope of the Sundance EIS.
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